Introduction
Changes in the structure of national sovereignty and the emergence of supranational institutions in the last thirty years has been accompanied by a redistribution of power among states, market actors, and civil society. Aft er a half century of intense polarization, the superpowers system gave way to a new arrangement that could accommodate a diversity of cultures, political systems, and people under a unique layer of authority known as Empire. Th ese changes are associated with the increasing dominance of the neoliberal paradigm of globalization, a politicaleconomic system of development, which, by the end of the 1980s, had become so fi rmly rooted in the common sense, that Francis Fukuyama would resolutely declare its triumph and the "end of history." 1 Neoliberalism is a political, social, and economic system characterized by the privatization of public services, deregulation of industry, lowering of trade barriers, and reduced public spending on social services. Its underlying ethos refl ects a view of human freedom as best realized through free market activity, unregulated competition, and private property rights protected by the neoliberal state. In keeping with this logic, neoliberalism tends to place the burden of market failure on the shoulders of everyday people and prefi gure individuals as rational, calculating actors whose value is measured by their ambition, work ethic, and ability to assume responsibility for their life circumstances, rather than look to society for answers. On a global scale, international fi nancial institutions (IFIs) like the World Bank, International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the World Trade Organization (WTO) have attempted, with a great deal of success, to extend the system to the far reaches of the globe, primarily by way of debt, structural adjustment, and "free" trade. Notwithstanding claims to "small government," deregulation and democratic freedom, neoliberalism depends on these regulatory institutions, as well as state power (dictatorial and otherwise), to secure property rights, establish monetary policy in times of crisis, and exploit new markets.
Despite its prevalence, neoliberalism has also given birth to an expansive network of social and political movements-called the Globalization Movement (GM)-that continue to demand increased accountability from IFIs and the governments and corporations that collude with them. Th e movements were a response to the growing social inequality ushered in by neoliberal reform, but also to the disenfranchisement of local communities from the political and social institutions that shape their lives. According to David Harvey, neoliberalism's success should be understood in part as a failure of the historical left to address people's desires for freedom and prosperity and balance them with the organizational requisites for social justice and change. Neoliberalism has fed desires for autonomy with the promise of private ownership and freedom of consumption, while eff ectively negating the freedoms associated with cooperative models of political and community life (Harvey, 2005: 61-62; Bourdieu, 1998) . Th e GM attempted to overcome the limitations of previous movements by drawing attention to the devastating eff ects of neoliberalism by way of open, inclusive protests and movement-building that aimed to prefi gure the free, democratic society its constituents sought to create. Th ey also complemented their protest activity with the World Social Forum (WSF), an annual meeting aimed at creating alternative models of economic development and political participation.
Th is paper looks at the various contributions of the movements and organizations that comprised the GM and WSF and confl icts among them over issues of political organization. Here, political organization is understood as the mechanism through which a movement or class formation articulates its desires for freedom in terms of the broader sets of power relations they seek to contest (Lukacs, 1972: 296; Aronowitz, 2006: 96-97) . Th e paper begins with a discussion of the ideological and historical origins of neoliberalism, and its political economic, and social character, in order to set the stage for an evaluation of the strategies and political alternatives developed by contemporary anti-neoliberal movements. What follows is a discussion of how GM and WSF constituents have conceptualized social change in the 21st century and balance their sometimes disparate ideas regarding freedom and autonomy with the organizational requisites of fi ghting neoliberal reform and building a democratic, egalitarian society.
